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SUMMARY

. /

The New Ydrk'01tv Public. Schools' Prombtiona] Gates. Program affects
 daily operations in more than 600 schools in 32 community school dis-
tricts. Despite its administrative complexity, the Gates program was

fully operational and productive by, the time of the January test, just
74 school days after its inception. :

~Some schools required three to six weeks to make the Gates program
fully operational because of class registration and materials problems.
Predictably, these problems were moreé acute in junior high schools than
in elementary schools.- Because it is an innovative approach providing
basic skills instruction in self-contained classes, the Gates program
" is prompting organizational and responsibility changes in junior -high

schools.

Seventy-two percent of all Gates program teachers attended summer
training -sessions. Their enthusiastic reaction to that training in-
forms both their classroom behavior and their opinions about the cur-
rent program. ) -

Early student achievement mzasures probably underestimate the
‘program’s potential impact, but in.January, 1982, 1,769 holdovers .
scored above mid-year promotional criteria, which were higher than end-
of-year criteria. An additional 3,693 holdovers scored above end-of-
year promotional criteria. Fourth-grade and seventh-grade holdovers
who took the January California Achievement. Test .(and -whose April, 1981
scores were available) made observed. mean gains of six mdnths and nine
- months, respectively. Regular education students, special -education
. Students, and limited English proficient students made comparable gains.:

Gains were similar among students in all Gates instructional programs.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The New York City Pudlic School's premotional policy for kinder-
garten through grade nine students (Chancellor's Regulation A-501) was
promulgated June 30, 1980; the Promotional éates Program was implemented
as part of this policy in all community school districts in September,
1981. This is the third Gatés program report* prepared by the Office
of Educational Evaluation LOjE.E.J. It is designed to provide policy
- makers wit;:’ }) an assessment:Of:student achievement on the.ta]iforniaa
Achievement Test (CAT):add the Criterion Referenced English Syntax Test
(CREST) administered in Aprit énq«August, 1981 and January, 1982; 2)
descriptive information about program implementation; and 3) ané]yses
whicﬁ may affect péndihg prograh design and funding decisions in the
ifiscal 1983 city budget.

This early report probably underestimates the program's potential
impact. The Gates program is a citywide effort which affects the daily
operations of mcre than 600 schools in all 32 community school districts.
ft began only 74 school days before the January, 1982 test admﬁnistratién
and the classes were not fu}]y—opgrationa1 at all sites for several of

those days. Student achievement -in this first semester is lower than

projected averages ‘or future semesters.

*The first report was "The Promotional ates Program: An Analysis of
Summer School Participation and: August, 1981 Tesi Scores” (October,
1981); the second was "The Promotional Gates Program: An Assessment
of Staff Training in the Exemplary Programs, August, 1981" (January,
1982). Both are available”from the Office of Educational Evaluation.




This report contains four additional sections. Section II, "Program |
" "Background"; iighlights—the major points in the new promotional policy
and summarizes events leading up to the Gates program. Section III,
“Program Implementation," describes program administration, staffing,
and classroom and curriculum implementation. Section IV, “Analysis of
‘Jhnuary Test Results," discusses échievement rates for all Gatgs hold-
overs, and provides a preliminary analysis of relationships between
program components and student achievement. Finally, Section V, "Conclu-

sions,” summarizes major findings and indicates areas requiring future

attention..




- -PROMOTIONAL -POLICY B

I1. “PROGRAM BACKGROUND

T

:Eﬁﬁmpiioha1 po]icyibéf?&ﬁnance»$tqndard§ require that students

" receive standardized achievement test scoies of not more than ore year

>tfor“§fades one through six) or one and. one-half (for graéés seven and

eight) below grade level in reading and two years below in mathematics*

) fdr,promotion to the next grade. The central administration enforces.

checkpoints or "gates" at grades four -and seven and Eequires that

childrén held back in these two grades be given intensive instruction

“(15 ahd~§ pefiods a week in language _arts and mathematics, respectively)

in special classes of between 15 and 20 students. Special education
stydéhts are subject to thesé standards, indiyiduaiized education plans.
pe}ﬁitting. Most of these students are mainstreamed and in resource
rooms; some from self-contained classes participate in the Gates pro-

gram. Bilingual students with four or more years in an English-language

' sch561’system who do not .meet pﬁombtiona] criteria, and those who have
“beén in a bilingual progran for fewer than four years and are below

-~ grade-level criteria on ar English as a second language. test, also parti-

cipate in the Gates program.

PROGRAM START-UP

rATi‘fburth-‘and seventh-grade students, including mainstreamed

special education students, were given the California Achievement Test

*Implementation of performance standards for writing will begin. in

- 1982-83. “Students whe failed to meet the mathematics standard alone
were not held over in 1981-82, but should be receiving supplemental

" remedial -help. °~ 77 ' ‘

-,
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(CAT) Form D in April, 1981. Eligible bilingual students. were given

“the Criterion Referenced English Syntax Test (CREST). Over 24,000

students with grade equivalent scores Tower than 3.7 Tn'fourth;grade'

and 6.2 in seventh-grade (or below CREST criteria)ﬁyere classified

as holdovers. ,Several hundred were granted individual exemptions by

the Assistant Superintendent for Promotional Policy under specific pro-

motional policy criteria. At the end of the 1980-81 schodl year, 23,509

students were designated Gates holdovers on the basis“of the CAT.

A six-week intensive remedial program was conducted that summer.

v

Participation was optional, and all holdover students could retake the

CAT in August. Of the 15,917 holdover students who chose to retest on

the CAT, 5,999 students attained the promotional criteria and were pro-

moted.

In September, 17,510 holdover students were aésigned to Gates classes

taught by specially trained teachers using programs designated exéhp]ary

by the Division of Curriculum and Instruction.

The Gates classes also contain some students who are not actually

holdovers. If there were fewer than 15 Gates holdovers, principals

could place current fourth- and seventh-graders who might ha held over

in June, 1982 in Gates classes, or they could try to place holdovers

in cluster schools. If the parents of holdovers refused this placement,

the pupi]s“were held over and placed in regular fourth- and seventh-.

grade classes and received additional services. Non-holdovers in Gates

classes and holdovers in regular classrooms are identified as such in

the analytic data base.




III. PROMOTIONAL GATES PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

The citywide. Promotional Gates Program is centrally administered.
Under the direction of the Deputy Chancellor tor Instruction, the pro-

. "7 gram is monitored by the Office of Promotional.Policy (0.P.PS). 1In-

structional support services are provided by the Division of Curriculum

*and Instruction. Community superintendents’are responsible for 1hp1e-
menting the program in their.dietricts; nringipa1s are responsible for
classes in their schools. ' -

‘Ihe.Assistant Superintendent for Promotional Policy, head of 0.P.P.,
is responsible for program nonitoring, policy 1nterpretation and stu-
dent exemptions. His six ass1stants each visit 100 t0f150 schoo]s,
‘meeting school supervisors and district Gates "fac111tators" to review
problems, interpret program guidelines, and check sfudent classroom
assignments. Tney also visit classrooms to detennéne materials' avail-

. ability and extent of program 1mp1ementation' and to handle teachers’
questions and concerns. Their site v1s1t report% provide critical in-
formation to the assistant superintendent and the Office of Educat1ona1

Evaluation (0.E.E.) on program implementation.

Each community superintendent designated a district facilitator as
primary contact and resource person. - Facilitators -- usually experienced
teachers assigned to the district office «- spend half their time on the
Gates program, particn]ar]y staff development activities. In districts
with fewer Gates classes, facilitators visit classrooms regularly.

School supervisors have major responsibility within a school for ensur-




-

ing that Gates teacher selection, student placement, and class schedules

conform to Gates guidelines.

SELECTION OF EXEMPLARY/OPTIONAL PROGRAMS

Before the Gates program started, the Division of Curriculum and
Instruction identified four reading programs, two writing programs,*

and two mathematics programs as exemplary. These programs have been

usel successfully in a range of New. York City community school districts.
'Théy all have erroducib1e program materials, manageable staff devefop-
mént requirements, and endorsement;‘fran district administrators and
instructiona]\personﬁé]; all are instructionally appropriate for a broad
range of urban settings. Optional programs selected by distr%ct super-
intendents for ccﬁmunity school district use should meet s%mi]ar criteria.
A1l reading programs are embedded in a‘tota1 language arts cufricu]um
designed by the Division of Curricu]umlapd Instruction or district curri-
-culum developers. '

The four reading programs -- Exemplary Center for Reading Instruction
(ECRI); High Intensity Learning System (HfLS-iI); Leacning to Read Through
the Arts (L.R.A.); and Structured Tea;hing in‘the Area of Reading (STAR) --
were presented to school district superintendents for adoption. Four
districts chose ECRI, four chose HILS-II, and two selected STAR for all
Gates c1as§es. Thirteen districts combined two or three programs, and

eight districts received permission to implement optional, district-

developed reading programs in Gates classes. One district combined

_—

-

*Writing programs were not mandated for the 1981-82 school year.

~
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L.R.A. with a district-developed curriculum (see Table 1).

Two exeqp]ary mathematics programs, Diagnostic Prescriptive Arith-
metic (D.P.A.) and Real Math (ﬁ.M.), were presented to district super-
intendents. Si} districts selected D.P.A. ;ﬁd four selected R.M. for
implementation in all Gates classes; 13 districﬁs selected D.P.A. for
some Gates classes and R.M. for others. Ten districts received per-
misgion to implement optional, district-developed mathematics prograhs
(see Table 2).

The Office of Bilingual Education developed a 1angu5§e arts curri-
culum for bi]inguai Gates classes. Most bilingual classes are imple-
menting this curriculum in conjunction with exemplary or district-
developed reading and mathematics programs.

See Appendix A for a brief description of each instructional program.

SELECTION OF GATES TEACHERS

Community superintendents asked principals to solicit applications
- from interested teachers; Gates instructors were selected from these
whenever possible. Of the 1,138 teachers currently teachingg}q;gs{i
classes, 762 (67 percent) said they submitted an application. %;E?i was
true for more fourth-grade (74 percent) than seventh-grade teachers

(61 percent). -Eligibility criteria are specified in the promotional
policy as follows: 1) minimum three years' teaching. experience; ‘

2) demonstrated effectiveness with below standard students; 3) willing-
ness to meet with parents and encourage involvement; 4) familiarity

with a rénge of teaching strategies appropriate for below standard

students; 5) willingness to participate in staff development sessions

bef&?e and during the school year.




TABLE 1 .
Adoption of Reading Programs-by Grade by District*
) ECRI HILS-I1 LRA STAR 2233231 .
- District 4th  7th 4th  7th 4th _ 7th 4th  7th 4th . 7th
1 ) X X B 2
2 . X X X
-3 X X - ?
4 X X . ¢
5 X X “ ,
6 X X X X i ) B o
7 X X . ‘ q‘i
8 X X ' X ) . a
9 X X X - X+ X X
) 10 - X X
: 38 . . X X
. 12 . Xrl X N )
; 13 X X St
.1 X X X ' -
15 X X . i E
16 ) - I - ] X_ X
T T SRASL X X X i
S T R X _ % _ x» <
- 19 . ol x x 0 ~ “
R L XX x | x - x N fg
2 7| - - X X i
2‘37 X L x ) Ay ;
24 » ~” X X
- 25 : X. X X =y
: - 26 i X
27 i} X
28 S X X
., 29 , _ - X __ X .
X 30 S X X X X o
¢ 3. XX :
. 32 . X X %

*As reported by the community school districts (;n the District Promotional Poli T
Form, September 18, 1981, nal Policy
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TABLE 2

Adoption of Mathematics Programs by Grade by District™*

DPA o Optional Math
© District ath _ 7th - 4th _ 7th 4th _ 7th
. 1 X X X\

2 ' XX XX

3 X X . X

4 - X X
5 X X :

6 ¢ X _ X [ X
7 XX .

8 X X

9 X x X X
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o 3 X X
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TRAINING AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT '

" Teachers -and supervisors received preliminary training for the

fiet

‘Gates curricula. In July and August, 1981, the Division of Curricuium
and Instruction conducted week-1long training sessions in exemplary
reading and mathem;tics programs. Districts which chose an optional
reading and/or_mathematics brogram also provided summer t}aining. In

addition, every district designed a school-year trainiﬁg‘program based

-on teachers' needs, e
N /'

Division of Curriculum and Instruction.Pre-Service Training

Gates instructional staff usiﬁg ékemplary curricula (1,583

e ‘teachers, school supervisors, and facilitators) received 20 hours of
tiaihiqg for each aE;Nonnan f%omas High Schoo1'aucing'du1y anH‘Augusf,-
1981.?“ Many teachers (espegfa11y fourth-grade teachers) received two
weeks of training, to teach both. reading and méthematjcs. Separate
sessions were designed for school supervisors. Elementary school
supervisors attended for one week, splitting their time equally between

, reading and mathematics inétruction; Jjunior high school supervisors

received three days of curriculum instructfbn in their specialty (read= ) -f

ing or mathematics). ' .

Most participants were unfamiliar with these curricula. They were

trained by New York City teachers who had taught the curricula; most

P

*An additional 189 teachers attended training sessions in September,
1981.. Teachers who attended both reading and mathematics training
. . are counted twice. 4 -

.

10
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participants praised their instructors. But their evaluations expressed

reservations about topic coverage.* Teachers in the STAR program

thought there was too much emphasis on theoret1ca1 issues and not enough.
T on day-to~day concerns. They requested add1t1ona1 assistance -with

1esson p]ann1ng, teaching strategies and materials selection. ECRI

teachers thought training time.was insufficient to prepare them for
ﬁmp]ement1ng spec1f1c program techniques. Many ‘were distressed with
ECRI s "overly mechanistic" approach. HILS Il teachers were most sat-
isfied, but ‘many wanted eXposure to a HILS IT demonstration c]assroon.
‘_,They -also. worried about t1me 11m1tat1ons for setting up HILS-II labs
at the beginning -of-the schoo] year. L. R. A. teachers were enthused by
the curriculum!s unusual approach, Lut were concerned with the Tack of
prepa;ed materials. - -
- Participants' assessmeht of mathematics training was generally -
more:posftive. More felt_that 20 hours permitted adequate coverage of
curricula, and a majorﬁty of both teachers (59 percent) and supervisors
(70 percent) believed their program(’s) cou]d be effective. ﬁeSpite S
this, only 47 percent of _the teachers and 29 percent of the superv1sors
thought the, summer training sufficiently prepared them to use the cur-
ricula. This perception was especia]]y acute among teachers’(usua11y
fourth-grade) and supervyisors responsible for implementing more chan
one new curriculum, and among those with teaching backgrounds not fully

congruent with their new program respohsibiiities.

P -

_*Eva]uat1on forms were obtained from 1,046 (83 percent) of the
o teachers” and 289 (89 percent) of the 324 supervisors attending these <L
R © sessions.” - , -




District-Sponsored Pre-Service Training e : ‘ j
Fouéteen djstr}cts selected optional programs for instruction in ‘
‘ﬁeading and/or mathemétics, and the Division of Curriculum and Instruc:
tion of fered planning assistance for training. All sessions were held -
within the district and conducted by district supervisory staff.- g
Although they were supposed to pe parallel to the exemplary program
training éessions, some district sessionsiﬁere shorter, but not less
‘than séven hours. ' . - ¢
Most district programs were already in use, so many district
tréinees were famildar with the curriculum. Perhaps-for this réason,
and because trainers were frequently distric%,co]]eagues, district
traihing'eva1uqtions were slightly more positive than the citywide
evaluations. On‘gle average, 52 percent of district'trainees—were
satisfied that the time .allotted gave them sufficient curriculum prep-

aration. ) . U ~

Ayai]abi]ity of Trained Staff _ ~ é -
0f the 1,259 teachers. who trained during the sunmer and compl eted
Teacher Information Forms, 908 (72 percent; ;re’cu?rent1y in the Gates
prog;hm; These 908 comprise 72 percent of.the 1,257 current-Gates
teachers. An additional 230 program teachers (18 percent) said they -
did not attend summer training sessions. The 119 remdihing Gates -
éeaﬁhers have not submitted Teacher Information Forms. More fourth-

than seventh-grade teachers attended pre-service trh?nihg: 441§~(82_

percént) of the 509 fourth-grade and 492 (66 percent) of.the 748




seventh-grade teachers participated. Roughly similar proportions of
reading (81 percent) and mathematics (77 percent) teachers partdcipated
in summer pre-service training.
=~ Not surprisingly, teachers in 30 (17 percent) of the 179 schools
: visited by 0.P.P. assistants between September and December, 1981 asked

“for or needed training. In addition to areag‘mentioned,at the close of

summer training (and discussed below), teachers requested assistance

with assessment, diagnostic procedures, and instructional planning.

School-Year Training Programe

Many3eummer.participants requested school-year training and sup-

port -in specific areas. More than 130 reading teachers wanted help in

- . _assessing individual pupil progress and working with parents. At

least 85 teachers requested help with'recdrd keeping; developiig stu-~
dent test-taking, writinggﬁreading sEi]]e in content areas, and per-
| sonalizing instruction according'to'diagnosed needs. )
In September each d1str1ct subm1ttedza design for ongo1ng school

year training. The Division of Curr1cu1um and Instruction suggested

—

two- hour monthly sessions. with voluntary, but st ngty encouraged, -par-

t1c1pat1on. Each Gates staff member .may be paid for 16 training hours.
Fourth-grade teachers §hon1d attend at“1east~six hours of training in

both reading and mathematics. Junior h1gh schoo] teachers should
receive all 16 hours in either- reading or- mathemat1;s. Most districts
also encourage non-Gates personne] to attend tra1n1ng sessions w1thout
pay. A]though some sessions are c1tyw1de or Sponsored Jo1nt1y by

neighboring d1str1cts, most are held w.th1n individual d1str1cts.




Training program designs filed by- the districts indicate that by * g
the end of the 1981-82 school year, all teachers will have received
. Gates training. But the programs may not. be addressing all teachers®

needs. For ‘example; only 13 districts have planned sessions on

parentq] involvement, §1though teachers identified this as a high
training priority. Each district is providing at least six hours of
training on reading topics, but only 18 have. planned at least 16 hours
of supplemental instruction for junior high school teachers. Eighteen
dispricts are also offering at least six hours of supplemental mathe-
matics training, but only five ha§% provided 16 hours.

Division of Curriculum and Instruction staff have conducted-at
1eéast half of this training.. The division also provides a telephone
“hot-1ine" fafmfeachers and parents and a weekly radio program, "Gates
Update;" in which experts present pertinent program information and

answer listeners' questions.

CLASSROOM IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

~—

The. Office of Promotional ?o]igy, which monitors the Gates pro-

‘gram, is a major source of 1nfonﬁation about the -program's_implementa-

tion. - Given the scope and complexity of this new program, 0.P.P. anti-

‘cipated thét‘prob1ems would arise early in the school year. Wi'th a

view toward timefy identification and reSolution of these prpb]em§,

0.P.P. sent as%istants to 179 schools (28 percent of the 641 partici- -

~pating ‘schools) in 30 districts by December, 1981. Thirty of these

schools were visited more than once. Priority was given to those sites




at which- difficulties were either expected or reported. Because the
assistaits' function was to pinpoint program implementation problems
fbf‘ear1y’correctﬁoh, their observations were not entirely balanced,
nor were they intended to he. O0.E.E. will be conducting a more system-
atic evaluation of program implementation in the spring.

After reviewing the site visit reports and interviewing G.P.P.

staff, the evaluation team delineated four types of problems which
occurred at some schools during the first few months of the p;qgram's
operation: delays in program initiation; lack of Gates instructional
materials; scheduling difficulties; and problems in classroom manage-
ment’.
Program Initiation | X

Teachers and 0.P.P. assistanté reported that it sometimes required

from three to six weeks for Gates classes to become fully operaéiona].
Some de]aysjresu1ted from inappropriate p1acemeﬁt, due to missing test
scores oé misinterpretation of Gates policy on potential holdovers.
Others stemmed from over- or under-enroliment, teacher shortage'or
turnover, or occasional inclusion of non-program students in the rela-
tively small Gates classes when regular ciassroom teachers vere absent
and substitutes had not been obtained. Some schools were reluctant to
create an additional Gates class because of é;pected attrition from the

program. ) - .

e

Availability of Materials \

¥

-

The problem mosc frequently observed at Gates sites was missing
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ass essment or curriculum mater1a1s. Forty schools (22 percent of .

those V1s1ted) d1d not have a full comp]ement of essential’ or supp]e-

' t
Il\rv}w 4y b

—menta1 mater1a1s. Some teachers tra1ned inthe d1agnost1c-prescr1pt1ve
= approach were..uncertdin how to proceed when assessment materials were

e

m1ss1ng.

Classroom Schedules

‘Most classes were found to be fulfilling the Gates requirement of
15 periods of language arts and eight periods of math jnstruction pEF.
week. In the more crowded junior high schools, principals were some-
timés unable to assign a Gates class its own room, to sghehu]e every
pgriod in the same place, or to assign a single teacher to all 15

periods of reading.

Classroom Management

Planning and record keeping aré fundamental to the diagnostic-
prescriptive approach. While most teachers have specified instructional

objectives in the1r lesson plans and have maintained achievement pro-

files for students, others have found these tasks too burdensome.

CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS

Despite the early prob]ehs'ohaerved at some Gates sites, the 0.P.P,
~ assistants reported that the exemplary reading programs were well -
‘ implemented in.most classrooms by December, 1981, In order to describe
this level of implementation, the evaluation team asked admin%strators

of each of the four exemplary programs to identify an example of effec-

. tive program implementation. A member of the evaluation team (experi-
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enced in. classroom observat1ons) visited the four identified classes

- I >

dur1ng December 1981

At -each -site;. the schoo1 superv1sor was h1gh1y support1ve of the

“program and the ‘teachery” Each teacher wa's rece1V1ng -ongoing training, ;

= PRI

SR fand was 1mp1ement1ngﬂfhe _exempiary aFGEFam as. designed. Although each

e ST 7

c‘assroon was d1st1nct1y d1fferent from. the other three, -each ref]ected

1«'the under1y1ng structure of the specific program, and _a. sense of the

= e

Hteacher s and students secur1ty w1th1n that strucfure. In- each class-

—;,—”

ECRI. To a greater extent'than:other reading - approaches, ECRI
Vdem' ds- that fhe feacher learn .and become adept at a var1ety of spec1f1c -
v teach1ng beha rs' To be fu]]y effect1ve, the teacher must reach a
hIgh Tevel of prof1c1ency and speed- in conducting ECRI lessons. The
Gates teacher in this classroom.-was §till learning the ECRI approach;
- a1though she followed ECRI protoco1s,'her de11very of ECRI cue: was
‘ ' re]at1ve‘y slow. She was able to focus on]y -0n one group at a time
wh11e the other students worked 1ndependent1y. Consequent1y, the rich
variety of pupil act1v1ty possible within the ECRI classroom was not
observed.
Nevertheless, hoth the teacher and the students were proud of the

progress that was being made. The teacher used the prescribed ECRI

directions and corrections and was encouraging and supportive in the

“
N

2. prescribed ECRI manner. The students responded individually or collec-

; tively as directed. Their responses demonstrated understanding of the

lesson content and ease with ECRI methods.




~HI}5711. The Gates:teécher in this class had prior experience ' .
’wfth=HILS;II‘in a readipg lab, ;and was implemerting the approach fully
and f]ﬁent]y. The school had supp]gmenté& the HIL§-Ii materials sup-
ﬁliedgbyAthe'pnograh; so an extensive array of materials was ayai]ab]e.
The classroom wés functionally arranged for group and 1nd1v1dua] work .

Students worked on individual prescriptions while the teacher held

.
Sl

one-to-one conferences or instructed two or three'students at a time.

Most students were able to work independently and productively with |
_Tittle supervision. Students ‘seemed -proud of their ability to carry

out individual prescriptions and were eager 'to demonstrate their pro- .

gress to the teacher. 0n1y oﬁé:studeng was unable to maintain a desir-

égié 1§yef76f pantiéipatﬁon without repeated prompting. ) .
- Eiﬂ;ﬂ;. An artist-teacher and a c1assrdan teacher together had

developed a stimqiating enviﬁbnment by d{§pTéy1ng children's art anq

writing as well as teacher-made materials. The classroom allowed for

flexible grouping pacterns. Students could work independently in ?f_
genters for recreational and content-area reading, reading skills 4 |
development, and creative writing.

The classroom teacher remained in the room during the artist-
teacher's lesson to observe and assist students. Students and teachers
participated enthusiastically. Students read, with interest and appar-
ent comprehension, material's prepared by both teachers whjch were based

on class experiences, and which contained sophisticated concepts and

vocabulary.
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STAR. This veteran teacher had no prior experience in STAR meth-
/

‘-—odology?—but—appeared—to—be~comfortabYe‘ihth the approach. The room's'
arrangement and displays and the activities of the class reflected
STAR's philosophy and methods. The lesson began with a review of STAR
strategies in which all students took part; developmental 1essons were
then presented to smaller groups while other pupils worked independently
on skill reinforcement exercises.

In the lesson, vocabulary and concepts were developed orally.

Students were guided to make preaictions about the plot of a story

which they then read avidly. Students competed for an opportunity to
recount the story and to answer questions that c¢alled for reason1ng.

The 1nterest and enthusiasm demonstrated 1n this classroom were
remarka bj e. =
SUMMARY ’

It is clear that the Gates program is “eing implemented through-

out the system; undoubtedly, it is more successful 1y implemented at

some sites than at otners. A complex administrative organization is
functioning and basic programmatic-elements are in place. Central
offices with primary responsibility for organization and monitoring of
the program, selection of 1n§troctiona1 prograts, and staff development
have provided services and extended them on the basis of identified
needs. Districts haveﬂexercised their responsibilities for selection
of teachers and instructional programs, and for providing in-service

training and day-to-day supervision of the -program.




problems were expected in initiating this complex program. As

o

these problem areas have been identified, decisive actions have been
.taken. The most freqhent]y reporte& problems: have involved the estab-
1ishment of class registers, the availability of materia]s, c]aséroom
record keepih@, and séhedu]ing of classes in the junio;'high schools.
- ., The Gates prog?am is Having particular impact on junior high schools

which have traditionally been organized around instructijon in content

areas with students moving from class to class. The Gates program, by

-providing basic skills instruction in sélf-contained classes, is caus-

ing chénges in school organization and rethinking of responsibi]itié%.

,Classroom observations confirm that teachers in classrooms are
' _implementing Gates curricula as designed. When-well implemented, these
° ~ curricula are impressive indeed. Even with generally experienced

teachers, "however,_ full implementation of these currich1a=w111 take

time. .
The reaction of teachers in the program is generally favorable.

fgachers vho participated in summer training were enthusiastic abbut
the qualitj of the preparation they were given but insecure about their

—

ability to implement the curricula. They were concerned about the

degree of suppor£ they would receive during the }ear. Informatly,”
teachers have reported receiving this support. As one Gates teacher

. stated at a recently held citywide Gates conference,."You really

came through. This time you didn't let us down." - :

”
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IV. ANALYSIS OF JANUARY, 1982 TEST RESULTS

<

This section of the report presents data from the January, 1982
admin1strat1on of the Ca11forn1a Achievement Test (CAT)* and the -

Criterion Referenced Eng11sh Syntax Test (CREST). Test scores are

ana1yzed in three ways.

First, resylts are presented for the 12,079 holdovers who took

the January CAT andhfor whom the Office of Educational Eva]uation has
valid test scores from either Apr11 or August 1981, Results are also
presented for Gates holdovers who- took the January CREST. At the
outset it is 1mnortant to note that 4, 903 students who took the January =
‘"CAT have been excluded from the analysis because either they have no
April or August test score on record (3,624 students), or they have a
recorded April or August test score which is above the promotional
criteria (1,279 students). The dispusition of the January CAT answer
documents, .the results for students not inc1uded in the main ana1yt§c
file, and the composition of the various'ana1ytic groupings are des-
cribed in Appendix B. )
The second type of ana1ys1s Tooks at citywide gains in student

ach1evement for 11,362 Gates holdovefs with both April and January CAT ) K

scores, and 717 additional holdovers with both August and January (but

not April) scores.

-

*CAT Form D’ was given in January, 1982 and April, 1981; Form C was
given in August, 1981. Throughout the testing. sequence, fourth- and
seventh-grade holdovers took Levels 14 and 17, respectively..

21
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Finally,.a more detailed §é;ie§ of analyses are breseﬁted. Hod-
overs' gains in each e;emp]ary program are discussed, as are the gain§v
of special education and limited Eng]i;h proficient Gates students.
The relationships between attendance and achievement and\Between p;e- ) a

. test and post-test séores are also observeq. . ni
> JANUARY CAT RESULTS : )

The January, 1982 test was given to provide information 1) about-
- the progress of all Gaté§ students, and 2) needed to ﬁg]p individuéf
pﬁpi]s achieve the eﬁdfof-year promotional standards: The' test a]?o
provided Gates h51dovers with an opportugitj for mid-year promotion.
Héwever, theddesire to reward outstanding achievement was tempered
- by the realization that students promoted mid-year would face a diffi;
- ' cult situation in théjr new érades. They would lack much of the

subject;area content presented in the first semester of the fifth- or

“eighth-grade and would encounter promotional criteria orice again at

the‘;ﬁd of the school year. The January promotional cut-offs were

- 'there%ore 'set at higher lTevels than those_for April to'ensure that
ho]dov;rs promoted mid-year would be prepared té meet the new fifth-
- and eighth-grade criteria at the end of the year. In January, a
fourth-grade holdover had to achieve a grade equivalent of 4.5 for
p;omotion to the fifth-grade; a seventh-grade holdover was required to
achieve a grade equivalent of 7.1 for prombtion to the eighth grade. -
The April criteria for holdovers in the Gates progfam are set at 3.7

and 6.2.
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'scored above January promot1onalacut offs. This is aﬂnemargable -

. ach1evement for these 1nd1v1dual students. It representsvaﬁaa}n since f
- (for seventh-qraders) . ‘353x~aﬁ“ ) , o _ '”f

" than fourth qrade ho]do (8 8 percent)

the promot1ona] cr1ter1a. 7 -;:nw

3 presents January*CAT results for ho1dovers in terms of

m1d-year and Apr11 cr1ter1a. A total of 1, 757 Gates ho1dovers -

. -

g% 2 w— _—

& -

- . < H

ApriT, 1981 of‘at 1east n1ne months (for fourth- qraders) and 19 months

“%‘~ e e

e
-

et the January cut-off. In

7;e401va1en e;of»the two cr1ter1a. MThe ‘ -

5& 8 s

part th1s is due to»th

'A‘L.n Yol
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more-seventh- qraders to meet these cr1ter1a.f‘ However, in terms gfﬂthev*”“" -

[N
YR W

cwn T
.a . s

. April cut- offs, wh1ch are set at substantlaﬁly equ1va]ent percent1]es

S =7

: for both grades, a qreater proport1on o; fourth qraders scored above

_———

. §

In addition to those,students who scored‘ahove the January promo-

_tional criteria, 3,672 -Gates hoTdovers scored above the end-of-year

crfteria. These students should- meet the promotional criteria when
tested again in April, 1982, A total of 5,429, or 45 percent, of all

Gates holdovers scored above the April promotional criteria at mid-

T

:point. in the program, FiﬁuresAiuto‘3-show what has happened to the

original June, 1981 cohort of 23,509 holdovers.

S

*Even so, if the same percent1]e cut-off (i.e., either the forty-seventh
or fifty-second) had been used for both grades, a slightly greater pro-

portion of :eventh-grade holdovers would have met the January promo-
tional st?ndard
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TABLE 3.

‘ . . T —Results-of-Januarys—1982-CAT—in—Terms—— - —
P - of Mid=year and April Promotional Criteria - . R
‘iw Ay . - - A—;—'::S_:
3 ; R - — ~ :
I ~ - - he :?
» Number- of _ ERai "S‘t’t;&ent_s Scoring April Students-Scoring ‘ Total.Holdovers - a I
o Holdovers- 7 Janiary _ Above January Proiotional -B21oW January but Scoring Above Aprit. "~ -
e =7 -With:January- Promotional Criteria = Promotional-Criteria -Eriteria "7 AboVe-April Criteria Promotjonal Criteria

- _ .. Grade Test Scores G.E. —%tile 7 R G.E. %tiTe- ] z ] % . -

$ - Four - G2 4.5 52 431 -8.8% .7 3 1,055  39.8% 2,386 48.6%

B IR f‘§ B o . - —a— - )

d ‘ Seven 7,167 71 T 47 1,326 ' 18.5%-- . 6.2 8- - T 26.0% 3,043 42.5%

SIS " U VY B R B 14.5% - - 3,672 30.4% 5,429 45.0% o
E et T £ .
__,_,;:-“ e e - )

e -

0 ‘ .

2 %5
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g_ﬁdmiad’* 1982 Status of Original June, 1981 F_o:gi-%\z{de Holdovers.=.. .
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f;‘?‘é‘nuar'y, 1982 Status of Original June, 4981 Fourth- and Seventh- Grade Holdovers.
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Tabie 4 shows January CAT scores distributed in relation to April
promotional criteria. There‘are three months of instruction between
the January and A;ril, 1982 administrations of the CAT. There are
1,767 holdovers (909 fo;rth-graders and 858 seventh-graders) already

within three months of the April promotioﬁa] criteria. On the other
| hand, 4,883 holdovers are more than three months beiow the April cut-
offs.° Of greatest concern are the 2,422 seventh-grade and 834 fourth-
grade holdovers who remain more than nine months below the April pro-
motional criteria. Figures 4 and 5 show January CAT scores distributed
for grades fdhr and seven, respectively. ‘

The number and percéntage of -holdovers scoriné above January and
April promotional criteria, by district, are presented in Appendix C,
Tables C-1 and C-2, respectively. These data should be interpreted
cautiously., Inter-district comparisons are complicated by differences

in the distribution of pre-test scores within each district.

JANUARY CREST RESULTS

-The January, 1982°CREST administration produced 221 answer docu-
ments. The Office of Promotional Policy matched 69 of these answer
documents to brevious (April or August, 1981) valid CREST scores.
Table 5 displays CREST results for the 69 ho]doyers. Ten (5.4 per-
‘cent) fourth-graders and two (25.0 percent) seventh-graders scored
above thevdénuary promotional criteria. Comparable figures for April

promotional criteria are 26 (42.6 pércent) and ceven (87.5 percent),

respectively.
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TABLE 4

~

Distribution of‘hanuary, 1981 CAT Scores

in Relation to April Promotional Criteria

. Grade Percentile - Holdovers
Grade Equivalent* Rank** ¥ 9 )
. Four .
3.7 and above 20 and above 2,386 “48.6%
3.4t03.6 14 to 18 909 18.5
3.0 to 3.3 9 to 12 - 783 15.9
N 27t 2.9 6 to 8 389 7.9 :
below 2.7 below 6 445 9.1 )
4,912 100% -
Sevg‘
6.2 and above 24 and above 3,03 2.4 - F
5.9t06.1 21 to2s 858 12.0 i fﬁf
5.5 to 5.8 17 to 20 844 - 11.8 } f?%
5.2 to 5.4 14 to 16 408 5.7 f;é
below 5.2 below 16 2,014 28.1 _iéi
7,167 100% -

*Scores are expressed as grade equivalent units.
ment is one year; months are expressed as tenths

The unit of measyre-
of a unit.

**Percentile ranks apply to the beginning of the fifth- and eighth-grades.
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FIGURE 4
Distribution of January, 1982 CAT Scores for Fourth-Grade Holdovers

. April

R Promotional .
IR _NO.OF Criterion .
Fe o STUDENTS : :
: : 2000 . . n=1955

January
Promoxipnal
Criterion

n=431 -

500 H n=445

b

R—— |

‘GRADE
EQUIVALENT

3.7-4.4 4.5 & ABOVE




; . _ FI)G_URE 5
1 ~ N , . . N
> Distribution of January, 1982 CAT Scores for Seventh-Grade Holdovers
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TABLE 5 . .
January, 1982 CREST Results .
. . Students Scoring Students Scoring -
Number of Holdovers = . above January above April :
-with January and Promotional Criteria Promotional Criteria :
Pre-test CREST Scores # 3 # 5
‘ . , ;
- 61 - 10 16.4% 26 42.6% -
8 2 25.0% 7 87.5% "}
69 T 12 - 17.4% 33 47.8%
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- MNALYSIS OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT GAINS

-

Citywide Gains from April to January -

The analysis of citywide student ach1evement gains for 11,362
ho]dovers who took both the April, 1981 and January, 1982 CAT, is
shown in Table 6. Foarth- and seventh-grade holdovers achieved mean -~
gains of six and nine months, respective]yi The mean gains achieved
in both grades for each d1str1ct are-displayed in Appendix C Table C-3.
when students, such as Gates ho]dovers, are se]ected'for parti-
cipation 1n;annemed1a1 program because they score ‘below a cut-off on
‘a standardized test, and the same test is used again to gauge the
group's achievement in the program, that measurement-is subject to
statistical error. Because-of this error, the §roup's mean gain will
increase, regardless of instruttional intervention. This well-
documented ‘tendency is referred to as "tegreSsion to the mean" or “"the
regression effect."* ] ‘

There are many ways to account for the regression etfect in educa-
tionai- program eva]uat1on. In the end-of-year report on the Gates
program, the gains of students in a comparison group, and the perfom-
ance of Gates holdovers™in three districts on the Degrees of Reading
Power Test, will be analyzed.. Both of these approaches will allow

a betten understanding of the regression effect and more definitive

statements about Gates program impact on student achievement:

- *See “E.S.E.A. Title I Evaluation and Report1ng System," PMC Research
Corp., February, 1981, Revised for further information about the
regression effect.
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- | _ ~ TABLE 6
Gains‘o% ﬁo]dovers with April, i981 \ :
and Jaeuary, 1982 CAT Scores ‘ - . 1
. : |
2 \ ' Number of . .. Mean i
Grade ' nglggegrgcgigg* g23?$a]ent** 1
Grade Four | E
T April, 1981 A o 3.0
P * January, 1982 ' © 4,585 3.6
v Mean-Gain | o ams 06
' B * ~
“Grade Seven o > ‘ K
¢ .April, 1981 ) 6,806 \ 5.0 o
ii January, 1982 - . 6,806 . 5.9 . , ggx
7 MemGaih - 6,806 o 0.9 | ’

*These are the 11,362 holdovers hav1ng both Apr1], 1981 and January, 1982
CAT scores. )

**Mean scores and gains are expressed in grade equivalent units. The unit
of measurement is one year; months are expressed in tenths of a unit.
¢
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. " For thvs m1d-year report, there is only one methodo]ogy available

for est1mat1ng the extent of the régression’ effect. It is a statistical
adJustment of Gates holdovers' pre-test (Apr11 1981) scores. Thé
fonnu]a s application resu]ts in adJusted mean gains of two months in

the fourth-grade and four months in the seventh-grade. It estimates

Jthat four and five months of the observed ga1ns 1n the fourthe and

seventh-grades, respect1ve1y, are actually attr1butab1e to the regres-

X

s1on effect * x m o
. Qo
' Due  to particular aspects of testing in the Gates program, this
statistica] adjustment may be as error-prone as ca]cu]ating observed
galns . Stat1st1ca1 adJustment of pre~test scores 1s based on a
theoret1ca1 model which cannot account for the repeated (more than
tw1ce) testing and promotion of ho]dovers in the Gates pregram. The

’

model is suited to a simple test~retest s1tuat1on in whfch all program

'part1c1pants are retested. In the Gates program, 5 999 holdovers were

promoted in August and were therefore not tested in January. The

effect of August promotlons on the validity of the stat1st1ca1 ad just-

'ment is not known they may cause the adjustment to overestimate the

regress1on effect. - ‘ ) o

However, even this most conservative methoqology results in a
commendable adjusted gain in the first semester .of program'fmp1ementa-
tion. The true gain‘in student‘achievement will be much clearer at |

the end of the school year, but the full program effect will not be

K3
N ~

*See Appendix D for a.discussion of the stat1st1ca1 adjustment of pre-
test scores to account for regression to the mean.
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knoyn unti]_participants'.progressﬂjs tracked through subsequent

school years.

Comparison of August CAT to January CAT

Only 717 holdovers have both August and January CAT (but .not April)
scores. Gains;for thesé holdovers are displayed in Table 7. The
-observed- gains .are-five—and nine months in fourth- and seventh-grade,
“respectively. An adJustmont for regression cannot be perfonned because
a c1tyw1de test was not given in August, so a c1tyw1de mean for August

~

is not available.

Gains of” Ho]dovers Scor1ng Above and Be]ow April Criteria

The d1fferences in gains from April to January between those

students who- scored above the end-of-year pranot1ona1 criteria and

«

; pﬁose who did not are presented in Table 8. Fourtﬁlgraders scoring
below 3.7 in January had mean gains of two.months, while those scoring
3.7 oF above had mean gains of li months. Similarly, §evénth-grade )
holdovers yho scored below 6.2 had mean gain; of two honths vhile
those scoring 6.2 or above had mean gains of 18 months. This indicates
that hgldovers who attained the end-of-year promotional criteria are
mak1ng substant1a1 progress those who have not yet attained the end-

of-year standards are making much less progress.

The distribution of pre-test scores for holdovers ach1ev1ng

January and end-of-year promotional standards is presented in

“Appendix C, Tables C-5 and C-6. Although many of the high~achieving

"

holdovers in January had pre-test scores close to the cut-off, many

S

-~ -
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TABLE 7 _

Gains of Holdovers with August, 1981 and
January, 1982 (but not April; 1981) CAT Scores

. . Grade Four

Number of
‘Holdovers with . Mean
- ‘ August, & January Grade
Grade . Scores* : Equivalent**
August, 1981 366 3.0 :
January, 1982 366 ) 3.5
Mean Gain 366 0.5
.érade Seven“
August, 1981 . 351 . 4.9 "
January, 1982 351 5.8
Mean Gain 351 0.9

“*These are the 717 holdovers

unit,”

~

**Mean scores and gains are ex
unit of measurement is one y

’
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who lack April, 1981 scores but have both
August, 1981 and January, 1982 scores.

1

pressed in grade equivalent units. The
ear; months. are expressed as tenths of a




TABLE 8

Below End-of-Year (April) Promotinal

_*1Janu5ﬁy, 1981 CAT Mean‘éains of Holdovers Scor{ng Above and

Criteria

f‘Studehts Scoring Above April Promotional Criteria in January

,- Number with

: * April and Mean April Mean January Mean
--Grade January Scores - Grade Equivalent* Grade Equivalent* Gain*
. Four 2,229 ‘ 3.1 4.2 ‘1:1
Seven 2,894 5.3 7.1 1.8
§Studénts Scoring Below April Proﬁotiona] Criteria in< January

. Number with ‘

- , April and Mean April Mean January Mean
jGrade . January Scores - ___Grade Equivalent Grade Equivalent Gain
“Four 2,316 2.9 3.1 0.2
"seven C 3,012 4.8 5.0 0.2

:*Mean scores and gains are expressed as grade equivalénts.
months are expresséd as tenths of a unit..
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d1d not., Specifically, ha]f of the fourth-grade holdovers who scored
Lo above 3.7 in January had pre-tes+ scoreS above 3.1; the remaining half

had '} ower pre-test scores dispersed over a wide range. Similarly, of

-

A +the seventh-grade holdovers who ‘scored above 6.2 in January, 46 perc Zt
: had pre-test scores above 5.7; the remaining 54 ,percent had Tower pyZ—

. N \
§ " test scores dispersed. over a w1de range.

_The pre-test scores of ho!dovers scoring below the endeof;year
e criteria in January showed a morb)even distribution in both grades.
| % There is,cTear1y variation in the amount of pre- to. post-test improve-
o ment soown,by ho1doveﬁs scoring at Tow Tevels in Jaouary.
Success in the Gaces program 1s‘not just beino achieved by hold-
o overs w1th high pre-test scores. The data show enough var1atzon to

*

1nd1cate success among holdovers at all pre fest sccre levels.

/ . ANALYSTS OF PROGRAM VARIABLES

Re]ationship Between Attendance and Achievement

i i3

. Attendance in the Gates program is comparable to attendance in

\

fourth- and sevcnth-grades, c1tyw1de. Fourth-grade Gates holdovers

had an average attendance of 91 percent through Janoary, the same as
the c{tywide average for all fourth-graders in 1980-81. Seventh-grade
<Gates holdovers had an average attendance of 84 pe:cent, one percent
Tower than the citywide average for seventh-graders in 1980-81. .
_Gates holdovers in both graoes accended classes regularly. The
majority were absent no more than five days prior to the January test.

Their attendance did not vary much among the 'di fferent exempl ary




instructional pragrams, but seventh-graders attended less frequently

than fourth-graders. There is a small positive correlation between
the number of days attended and Janua}y te§t scores.* Since students'’
performance.on the January test is also correlated with April, 1981
test scores,** an ana]ysis‘was conducted to isolate the effects of

attendance from pre-test scores. The analysis suggests that attendance

makes a contribution to January test performance which is distinct from

that of pre-test score.t

Instructional Program Gains

Table 9 shows the mean pre- and sost-test performance of hold-
overs in different 1nstruct}ona1_programs.ff In both grades and A
across all programs, hoidavers shoyéd positive improvement. The mean
gains for fourth- and seventh-gradg were six and nine months, respec-
tHve]y. Students in the "no program” category (i.e., those in schools
which .had too few holdovers to fonﬁ a Gates class) receive individual

remedial services. They are not a comparison group and their perform-

*In fourth-grade, r=.09 (p<.001); in seventh-grade, r=.12 (p<.001).
**In fourth-grade, r=.05 (p=.001); in seventh-grade, r=.03 (p<.05).

tIn fourth-grade, pre-test beta = .22, (F=211.6) and attendance beta =
.08 (F=31.5); in seventh-grade, pre-test beta = .31 (F=667.1) and
attendance beta = .12 (F=94.8). )

¥

ttTest results for District 17 are reported separately, under Learning
to Read through the Arts, which is embedded in a language arts
cirriculum developed by the district. _
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Sl TABLE 9- .

Analysis of Gains of HbldoverS—in
- i Each Reading Program

\ /
G _ B /
- = — — .
Number of Holdovers April
T ‘Reading with April and Mean © January. - Mean
: .Grade Program . January .Scores G.E.* Mean-G.E.* Gain*
¢ Four ECRI 728 2.9 3.5 0.6
{ STAR 1,021 3.0 3.6 0.6
“ LRA 134 2.9 3.5 ~_ 0.6
: LRA - -Dist. 17 244 3.0 3.6 0.6
HILS I1 1,179 3.0 3.7 0.7
Optional 1,056 3.0 3.6 0.6
A1l Programs 4,362 3.0 3.6 0.6
No Program#* 183 3.0 3.6 0.6
Seven ECRI- - 998 5.1 5.9 0.8
: STAR 1,778 5.0 6.0 1.0
P LRA s 31 4.9 5.5 0.6
) LRA - Dist. 17 469 . 5.0 5.9 0.9
HILS II - 1,840 5.0 5.8 0.8 .
Optional 1,590 5.0 5.9 0.9
A1l Programs 6,706 5.0 5.8 0.8
No Progrant* 100 5.0 5.5 0.5

?iﬂé@n scores and gains are expressed-as grade equivalents. The unit of measurement is one year;
- months are expressed as tenths of a unit. -

***No_program” indicates schools in which there were too few holdovers to form a Gates class. Hold-
¢ -overs in these schools are in “regular® fourth- and seventh-grade classes, but receive additional

. -remedial services during the day.

o
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i ance cannot be used to measure the effect1veness of the 1nstruct1ona1

.

programs. In the-end-of-year report the ach1evement of a bona fide

conpar1son group w111 be ana]yzed and only then w111 the. re]at1ve

-t. - hd

effectiveness of the 1nstruct10na1_programs be fully understood. -

= .- - t

Gafns,Made‘by"Régu1ara.SpeCSaf,‘and t%ﬁ?ﬂo]doVErs

Achievement gains made bifﬁegu1ar eduo%tion, special education
and limited English proficient (LEP)-honovers afe*shoﬂﬁq?iﬂfab1e'10
Ho1doyers in all three groups made ga1ns.7«Spec1a1 educat1on (resource
roon) students achieved the greatest gains -- eight and e1even months
in fourth- and,seventhfgrade, reSpect1ve1y. ’Howeveo, the individual-
ized educition plans. of many resource room children require that they
be tested under modified conditioos. Although the extent or effect of .
these modifications on their test scores is unknown, their gains in
the Gates programoare impressive.

'Limtted English proficiént holdovers gained four and six months
in fourth- and seventh-qrade, respectively. These gains are similar
to those of regular education holdovers.

Detailed information aoout the classroom placement and instruc- .
tional strategies for limited Ehg]ish proficient and resource‘room L
holdovers is not available at this time. The Office of Educational
Evaluation will co11ect mora complete infotmation on these students

&

in April.
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:.'- . -"-“x
Achievement Gains for Regular, Special Education, and LEP Holdovers

7 »

N . b}

Regular Education Students .- -'f§pgé;31 Education, Students’ - LEP ‘Students }'ﬁ
. Number ofl i’Me%n e Numbér of * Mean, ‘ Number of Me;ﬁa
;Grade - Holdovers G.E.* | 7 Holdovers G.E;f __~_Holdovers “-G.ﬁ?*
: : . R . , . N
5§rade Four ° ' _ ] _ '
Bpril, 1981 3,07 3.0 Y . 2.9 201 2.9
January, 1982 3,97 3.6 417 RN 201 3.3
Mean Gain 3,927 0.6 417 0.8 - 201 0.4
;
Grade Seven
April, 1981 6,222 5.0 271 5.1 - 33 4.8
January, 1982 6,222 5.9 271 6.2 313 5.4
Mean Gain ' 6,222 0.9 271 1.1 313 0.6

*Mean gains are expressed as grade equivalents. The unit of measurement is one year; months are
expressed as tenths of a unit.




1

“August.* There are s11ght differences in the perfonnanfe of AugUSt g: <

Relationship Between August Testing and Achievement Gains in January n

A total of 6,107 students tested id?Janﬁany were also tésted in {;ﬁf AR

N

test takers and non-August test takers, but on]y in seventhagrade.
Seventh-grade ho?dovers tested in August made a one-year mean qa1n
& - \)

from April to January, all of which occurred between August and January.

ki

Seventh-grade students not tested in August made a mean gain of seven

months from Apr11 to January. In the fourth-grade ‘both groups of

students made mean gains of six months.

*The data base for this report does not a1Tow a searation of holdovers ~ ° -
who attended the summer Gates program from those who did not, but -
simply took the August test. The latter group accounted for Tess than ‘.

« four percent of August test-takers.

" -

7
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" implementations,

%;'ater1a1s availability and class register difficulties -- have been

4

V. CONCLUSIONS

PROGRAM TMPLEMENTATION

Compared to'other system-wide New York City PubTic School program
the Gates program‘is proceeding smoothly and produc- -
t1ve1y. A remarkable degree of thought, ta1ent and effort is evident

at all Tlevels of program part1c1pat1on.
D

»

The program is having an impact

on da11y c1assroom and school operations, and students are learning.

\1::3;:( o

§ ~Many inevitable educational and organizational problems -- including

A0,

’
ne

pupil

and teacher selection and training require

Solved; but some problems persist. /7ﬁdm1n1strat1ve organization,

identification procedures,

further attention.

~

Administrative Organizetion

. -
=assistants, district facilitators, and schoc! supervisors.

Lo P adequate time_ to the Gétes pregfagrduv

A1though the Gates program's administrative structure was mobilized

quickly and effect1ve1y\\\bere were overlapping or unclear responsibility

assignments at the centra1 district, and school Tevels. For example,

" several centra.soff1cethave sent independent, conflicting commynications

l;\

concern1ng the same 1ssue.
, There 1sycpnfus1oatrn the districts regarding the roles of 0.Pp.p.

0.P.P.

ass1stants are qualified adm1n1s€r5tors %nd supervisors, but they have
s

/had to spend most of their t1me Jon program mon1tor1ng and resolving

K
c1ass reg1ster d1ff1cu1t1esr D1strgp:

d

facﬂﬂ1taters may not be devoting
7o 2°
fo competing reSpons1b111t1es.

w5
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Finally, there is confusion in the schools regarding the relationship

between district facilitators and school supervisors.

I

2upil ldentification Procedures

Identification and placement of Gates students contipues to be
troublesome, mostly because there was no centra]\machinery for these
operations until after the first Aprii, 1981 e]igibi]ityltest.

Identification of 1imited English proficient holdovers has been
confusing because of 1nadequaté1y defined and inconsistently applied
definitions of who should take the CAT and who should ;ake the CREST.
Complicating this situation is the fact that pupil records frequently
Tack information about length Bf time {n an English language school
system. As a result of these problems, p]acement.of Timited English
proficient holdovers has been subject to cbnsideraﬁ]e error. Of those
Jimited English proficient-holdovers orig%na]]&‘tested with the CAT
and the CREST in April, 1981, only one-third gnd one-half, respectively,

were identified as such on the January, 1982 tests.

-

Teacher Selection and Training

Some Gates teachers have no experience teaching reading and/or mathe-
matics, a problem more prevalent in junior high schools than in elemen-

tary schools. Furthemmore, some Gates teachers received no program

training prior to teaching Gates classes.

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

Considering time lost resolving practical classroom implementation

problems, student achievement in the initial period probably under-
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estimates the program's potentié] impact. Even so, 1,769 holdovers

(14.5 parcent) scored above January promotional criteria, and 5,462

.‘ho1dovers (45 percent) scored above end-of-year criteria. Fourth-

éqd §eventh-§rade holdovers achieved mean gains of six months and

nine months, respectively. Students across the whole spectrum of

\Y

~pre-test scores are benefiting from the Gates program, and spec1a1

educat1on 11m1ted Eng11sh prof1c1ent and regu]ar education students
are making comparable gains. Program attendance parallels citywide

averages for all fourth- and seventh-graders, and at mid-year, pupil

L,’

achievement in each of the instructional’ programs is similar.

1
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L " " v Appendix A

DESCRIPTION OF GATES CURRICULA - . )

”

i

EXEMPLARY READING PROGRAMS

A11 of the exemplary reading programs have Béen_used successfully
in New York City public schools, and as Title I remedial programs. In

addition, ECRI, HILS-II and L.R.A. have been. validated by the United °
States Department of Education. . : .

Each program is based on a major, current learning theory.- Each
specifies pupil behaviors foi development and supportive teacher be-

haviors. Verbal and behavioral pupil’ response is critical, as are
* teacher expertise and enthusiasm.

-

1

Exemplary Center for Reading Instruction

This total language arts curriculum uses a multi-sensory approach,
eliciting specific verbal responses through precise directions, cor-
rections, and praise (prompts) to maximize attention, retention, accu-
racy, and comprehension. In word recognition lessons, pupils hear and
see words (or word parts) and immediately say, spell, and write them.

. In comprehension .lessons, teachers orally model tasks which students
imitate and practice. As students Anternalize response modes, teachers
phase out prompts. -Building ‘on systematic past lTearning” reviews, pupils

Tearn to apply strategies to new situations. Individual mastery tests’
evaluate pupil performance. ’

Teachers are trained to four: proficiency feve]s: initial, intro-
ductory, intermediate, .and-proficient. Proficiency is evaluated through
a combination of curriculum complexity and teaching efficiency (speed).

7 -~

S

High Intensity Learnirg System

This individualized, diagnostic-prescriptive approach to reading
instruction assumes that learning results from time spent on- individually
approprigte activities. Teachers are instructional managers who keep
pupils fOcused on these activities.

The HILS-II management system provides sequences of instructional
objectives and related materials drawn from a wide range of published
reading programs. Teachers identify indiviuual pupil needs through
diagnostic tests, ensure that pupils understand prescribed objectives,
. provide personal support, observe pupil progress through individual

mastery tests, and move them through the system. Pupils record their
own progress.




-

B

- ‘ ) Teach1ng preparation focuses on learning mapagement system details,
’ reviewing instructional materials, and becoming effic“ent in classroom
management practices.

Learning to Read Throdgh.the Arts -
A This program uses both a diagnostic-prescriptive and an experientia]
Tanguage arts workshop apprcach to reading instruction: Pupils alternate

n between concrete (non-verba]) and abstract (verbal) experiences. In arts
: workshops, pupils Tlisten’to instruction, deve]op concepts and vocabulary,
i< ) engage in activities, verbalize about experiences, read, and record ob-

: servations about different activities. During classrodm read1ng in-

B ' struction, teachers present directed reading- skill 1essons de%Signed to

) meet needs identified in individual diagnostic tests. Field trips to

s , museums, resource centers, libraries, and’ cultural-institutions are in-

’ tegral to the curriculum. . ) d

T, T C]assroan and artist-teacher: work in teamsy shar1ngd1esson plans -

: ‘ -and observing each others' lessons to coordinate instruction. Reading _ .. .
' skills lessons are based on arts workshopss The curriculum is-developed

through classroom experiences; teacher training is individualized and

conducted on-site.. - .,

Structured Teaching in_the Area of Reading S

This curr1cu1um uses a psycho]1ngu1st1c approach to read1ng in- ) -
struction, guiding pup1ls to use language cues eff1c1ent1y for under-
standing. Growth in reading ability is considered a holistic process -
rather than the acquisition isolated discrete sk111s. - Teachers are
trained to distinguish between miscues made by- proficient readers which
retain the meaning of a passage, and m1scues made by inefficient readers
which do not make sense. - . s
. STAR stresses direct teaching of §emani1c and syntactic strategies

for making sense of wiitten, materials. = Teachers receive extensive
examples of strategy lessons as well as examples of,listening compre-
hension le$sons, 1anguage experience-lessons for non-readers, and
teacher-directed comprehension, lessons. Although selecteu published
materials are particularly recommended for classroom use, teachers
base directed comprehension lessons on a wide range of. materials.

OPTIONAL READING PROGRAMS

Nine districts 1mp1emented alternative reading curricula in Gates -
classes; all provide on-going pupil assessment. One program is an
adaptat1on of STAR; another is an adaptation of L.R.A. Two combine
|

50 (30




~

baéa{ reader lessons with individual skills development in a lab settings

.ot One provides basal reader lessons in conjunction with daily instruction
' on test-taking skills. ‘Four are primarily diagnostic-prescriptive pro-

grams.

LANGUAGE ARTS CURRICULUM FOR _LIMITED ENGLISHPROFICIENT STUDENTS

Grade "Advancement Through Enrichment Skills (GATES), developed by
. the Office of Bilingual Education, draws on'bilingual pupils' strengths
— in their first language to develop skills in English. GATES teachers
" use' the Language Assessment Management System ‘to identify individual
and “class needs, and guide planning for instruction. The..curricul um
emphasizes development of vocgbulary and language structures, compre- .
hension, and lanjuage skills’ integration. While relying heavily on
‘teacher-directed activities, the approach also uses other organiza-
© tional forms to meet the varied needs of bilingual pupils.

EXEMPLARY MATHEMATICS PROGRAMS > ' .

- Each of the two exemplary mathematics curricula, Didgnostic-Pre-
scriptive Arithmetic (D.P.A.) and Real Math.(R.M.), teaches basic
arithmetic skills. They differ from™ ordinary “back-to-basics" curri-
Cula by stressing development of mathematical. thinking and providing
activity=based instruction. D.P.A. and R.M. share several other fea-
tures: diagnostic tests for periodic, individual student assessment
a system for recording student progress; and emphasis on games and
other activities which reinforce newly-acquired skills. -

. The format of R.M. resembles %raditiona] programs more closely
. ‘than does D.P.A. R.M. provides a teacher's guide and student text-
books. D.P.A., on the other hand, can be used with any text selected_
by the school. R.M. provides a wide range of materials to supplement
instruction; D.P.A. provides some of these materials as well as in-
structions for designing and developing a variety of teacher-generated
materials. i .

OPTIONAL MATHEMATICS PROGRAMS

) Ten districts implemented- optional mathematics programs (including

- one-exclusively for severth-grade classes). “Al1 include criterion-
referenced periodic assessment tests. FEach program_provides concrete
activities which stress problem-solving skills and arithmetic concept
development. ’
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Appendix B

DEFINITION OF THE ANALYTIC GROUPINGS'
. - USED IN THENANALYSIS OF STUDENT ACHIFYVEMENT .

<

. The Office of Educational Evaluation received a computer file ‘with
January, 1982 CAT results from the Office of Student-Information Ser-
vices. This file contained 18,276 records. These records, represent-

- ing sstudents' answer documents, were compared to 0.E.E.'s Promotional
‘Gates--Program_class 1ist, which was the resuit of an October, 1981, data
collection. The January test file .was compared to the files for the
Rpril and August, 1981 CAT administrations. After combining all these
files, 13,373 January answer documénts matched either April or August
CAT scares. below the promotional criteria. This group of 13,373 stu-
dents is the one whose perfomance is analyzed in this mid-year report.

The complete-disposition of the 18,276 January answer. documents is
presented in Tdtl2 B-1. January test results for those students not
included in the main body of this report are displayed in Table B-2.

Two groups of students were excluded from the m>"n analytic file.

Firt excluded are 1,171 students whose pre-test scores were ubove the

promotional criteria; they achieved January CAT mean grade equivalents
.0f 3.5.and 6.4 in the fourth- and seventh-grade, respectively. As one

would expect, these students' mean grade equivaléents are substantially

equivalent to or slightly higher than those of holdovers included in
the analytic file 3.6 and 5.9 for fourth- and seventh-grades; respec-
. tively). “The second group excluded from the analytic file, 3,379 stu-
dents without pre-test scores,.had January mean grade equivalents (3.3
-and 5.5 in the fourth- and seventh-grade, respectively) slightly below
.- those of the students in the analytic file.

The}e'are four reasons for the large number (4,550) of students
tested in“danuary who were either matched to pre-test scores above the
cut-of f or not matched at all. First, completion of the .nine-digit
student identification number (the basis of 0.E.E."s file matching
procedure) on the test answer documents is subject to error. Second,
some students tested-in January are not holdovers, but receive remedial
services in Gates classes as a preventative measure. These students
are fourth- and seventhagraders for the first time this year. Third,
some students barely passed the promotional examinations in August and
were retained in Gates classes for reasons other than their test scores.
Finally, some students were tested individually in the -fall, 1982, but
the central administration has no record of their test scores.

Gates program eligibility status for all these students will be
resolved by the year-end report.
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TABLE B-1

Disposition of Answer Documents ) o
From the-January CAT i

o )
Total unduplicated January answer documents . 18,276
f‘ 1. Number matched to valid pre—test scores 13,373
; . ’ 2. Number matched to pre-test scores which -
; , | were above th% promotional criteria 1,279
| 3. Number not matched to-any pre-test score 3,624
Total undup]icaféd January'answef'documents o ‘18,276
R Group of. students with valid pre-test gcores 13,373
% 1. Students tested in January ah%_Apri] - 11,362
’ 2. Students tested in January and August ’
(but not April) . ‘ 717
" "3, Students absent from the January, test T 1,204 |
: Total S | T 13,313
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TABLE B-2 S

]
A <

Results of the January CAT for
Students Not Included in the Analytic File l

‘Students Matched To Pre-Test Scores Which Were Above The Promoticnal Criteria

.Studeirtlts Tested " Mean Students Above " Students Above -

.Grade in_January G.E. January Cut-Off April Cut-Gff

| | n b3 IR
Four - 970 3.5 . % 9.8y 441 45.5%
Seven _201 6.4 60 30.03 13 s6.24

g}otal LI, - 155 1328 554 47,39

B

- -

:Students Not Matched to Any Pre-Test Score

s Students, Tested . Mean Students Above . Sti:dents Above

Grade in January G.E. January Cut-Off April Cut-Off

| ’ o # % # %
1,826 : b33 122 6.7% 647  35.4%
1,553 ) ' 5.5 226 14.6% 530 L\34.1% ‘
3,379 R ’ 38 10.3% 1,177 34.8%
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TABLE €-1

- January, 1982 CAT Results: Number and Percentage of Gates Holdovers
o ~ Scoring Above the January Promotional Criteria by District and by Grade

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

66

::f ' Grade Four Grade Seven- Total {Grades 4 & 7)
B Holdovers
Number of Holdovers above Number of  Holdovers above Number of Sggrxiry
. Holdovers January Criteria | Holdovers January Criterfa| Holdovers Criteria
: District | Tested 5 Tected . % Tested f %
i 127 6 4.7; 19 53 27.0% 323 59  18.3%
2 89 13 15.7 74 22, 29.7 163 6 22.1
3 97 ‘9 9.3 | 187 a4 28.3 254 53 20.9
; 4 53 3 5.7 103 17 16.5 156 20 12.3
j 5 nz 28 23.9 195 52 26.7 312 80 2.6 -
’ 6 243 12 4.9 202 3 15.3 445 a3 97
7 212 20 9.4 340 64 18.8 552 84 15,2
8 161 10 6.2 isz 52 14.6 518 62 12.0
9 360 5 1.4 470 57 12.1 830 62 7.5
) 10 410 39 9.5 533 96 18.0 943 135 14.3
: n 87 9 10.3 163 25 5.3, 250 W 136
ST 172 10 5.8 245 40 16.3 a7 50 12.0
) . 13 153 n 7.2 224 3 13.8 n 2 na
14 165 8 4.8 380 62 16.3 545 70 12.8
15 195° E) 15.9 214 2 12.1 409 57 139
6 | 137 6 4.4 169 19 1.2 306 25 8.2
17 256 19 7.4 478 88 18.4 734 107 4.6
18 65 6 9.2 149 3 208 | . 214R 37 17.3
19 381 37 9.7 406 &7 14.0 787 54 1.9
20 g5 14 16.5 226 55 2.3, mn 69 22.2
21 104 8 7.7 170 30 . 17.6 274 33 13.9
. 22 103 10 9.7 103 30 29.1 206 0 19.4 7
23 145 16 11.0 252 70 27.8 397 g  21.7
24 107 13 12.1 166 25 15.1 2n 38 139
25 24 3 12.5 35 10 28.6 59 13 22.0
.3 n 2 18.2 16 3 18.8 27 5 18.5
27 23 15 6.3 272 67 24.6 509 82  16.
28 120 12 10.0 123 22 17.9 243 38 14.0
29 132 19 14.4 182 42 231 314 61  19.4
) 30 112 16 14.3 116 23 19.8 228 39 170
31 43 4 9.3 m 52 30.4 214 56 2.2
32 209 16 7.7 2% 30 10.9 485 46 9.5
15 227 i} - - 4 0 0.0 4 ] 0.0
. City-
wide
Total [4,912 431 8.8y |7.167 1,326 18.5% 12,079 1,757  14.5%
Q
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January, 1982 CAT Results:
Scoring Above the April Prom

TABLE C-2

Number and Percentage of Gates Holdovers
otional Criteria by District and by Grade

Grade Four Grade Seven Jotal {Grades 2 & 7)
, Holdovers
Number of  Holdovers zbove | Number of Holdovers above Nurber of 3337?
bistrict #g:gg;érs »\grll Crlteréon #:;gg;ers Agrn Crlter‘l‘on tﬁ;;gg;evs C;lteri:
1 127 58 45.7% |..19% & 49.5% 323 155 48.0% -
2 89 62 69.7 7% 38 51.4 165 100 61.3
97 51 52.6 157 °5 54.1 254 136 53.5
4 53 16 30.2 103 40 38:8 156 56 35.9
5 17 68 58.1 195 97 49.7 312 165 52.9
6 243 98 40.3 202 78 38.6 445 176 39.6
7 212 97 45.8 340 150 44.1 552 247 44.7
161 78 48.4 357 129 3.1 518 207 30.0
9 360 127 35.3 370 164 3.9 830 29N 35.1
10 410 184 44.9 533 229 43.0 943 413 43.8
1N 87 39 44.9 163 62 38.0 250 100 40.4
12 172 76 44.2 245 106 40.8 417 176 42.2
13 153 64 41.8 224 a3 37 377 147 39.0
14 165 73 44,2 380 140 3%.8 . 545 212 39.1
15 195 120 61.5 214 76 35.5 409 196 37.9
16 7 137 52 38:0 169 63 37.3 306 l\lg' 37.6
17 256 123 48.0 478 213 54.6 734 336 45.8.
18 6L 42 64.6 149 65 43.6 214 107 50.0
19 381 . 201 52.8 406 152 37.4 787 353 44.9
20 85 45 52.9 226 107 4.3 m 152 48.9
21 104 52 50.0 170 5 481 274 127 46.4
22 103 04 62.1 103 51 49.5 206 115 55.8
23 145 75 51.7 252 122 48.4 397 197 49.6
24 107 57 53.3 166 65 39.2' 273 122 44.7
25 24 14 58.3 35 22 62.9 59 35 61.0
26 n 7 63.6 16 8 50.0 27 15 55.6
27 237 130 54.9 272 142 52.2 509 272 53.4
28 120 59 49.2 123 54 43.9 243 N3 ag.5
29 132 77 58.3 182 30 49,5 314 167 53.2
30 112 59 52.‘7 116 52 44.8 228 m 48.7
31 43 21 48.8 17N 99 57.9 214 120 56.1
32 209 97 46.4 276 94 34.1 485 191 39.4
1.8, 227 - - - 4 1 25.0 4 1 25.0
?;ttrl”de 4,912 2,386 48.6% | 7,167 3,043 42.5% 12,079 5.429 44.9%
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TABLE C-3

Mean Gains of Fourth- and Seventh-Grade Holdovers with

April, 1981 and- January, 1982 CAT-Scores, by District

Grade Four Grade Seven
District  Tested - Hean Gafn~ ¥ Tested Mean Gaint
1 126 0.5 195 o
2 85 0.9 n 0.8
3 90. 0.7 -2 154 1.4
4 52 0.3 97 0.7 °
5 1o 1.0 185 1.0
6 226 0.6 198 0.9
7 204 0.5 329 0.9
8 157 0.6 33 0.8
9 335/ 0.4 443 0.6
0 363 0.6 505 0.9
n 78 0.7 159 0.9
12 166 0.5 242 0.6
13 128 | 0.5 185 0.8
14 159 0.5 367 0.6
15 156~ . 0.7 189 0.4
16 136 * 0.5 - ) 164 6.7
17 < o284 - 0.6 468 0.9
18 61 0.7, 139 i.0
19 353 0.8 382 0.8
20 78 0.9 214 1.0
21 95 0.7 155 0.6
22 99 0.7 97 1.3
23 125 0.7 241 1.2
24 96 0.8 155 0.8
25 22 0.8 30 1.4
26 'n 1.0 14 1.0,
27 n 0.8 240 1.3
28 n3 0.6 115 0.7
29 125 0.8 181 0.9
30 107 0.8 109 0.9
3N 43 0.5 169 1.1
32 191 0.6 274 0.7
1.s.227 - - 4 0.5

*Mean gains are expressed in grade equivalents.

months are expressed as tenths of a wift.

The unit of measurement is one year;
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' 'TABL}\ c-4 Cooe
- ' . ) A %
‘ - . R
Distribution of April, 1981 -CAT Pre-test Scores for Fourth-Grade - e
Holdovers Scoring Above and Below End-of-Year Promotional Criteria , L
- /o oL 7 \,fi"~
Students Who Scored Above Students Who' Scored Below - . :
April Criteria April Criteria .
April G.£.*¥ N % April G.E* N ~ %
1.3 4 0.2 1.3 8 0.3 ", . =if
1.4 3 0.1 1.4 10 0.4 S
1.5 1 0.0 1.5 3 0.1 &
1.6 6 0.3 1.6 15 0.6 .
1.7 9 0.4 1.7 29 1.3 .
1.8 18 0.8 1.8 28 1.2 B
1.9 45 2.0 1.9 62 ©2.7 B
2.0 1 0.0 2.0 3 0.1
‘ < / 2.1 43 1.9 2.1 81 3.5
2.2 57 2.6 2.2 108 4.7 ¢ 5

ot 2.3 2 0.1 2.3 1 0.0
- 2.4 85 3.8 2.4 136 5.9
g 2.5 102 4.6 2.5 197 8.5
f{:“f el 2.7 155 7.0 2.7 212 9.1
o :‘ { 2.8 169 7.6 2.8 235 10.1 :
. ' 3.0 210 9.4 3.0 217 9.4 - |
g; : 3.2 243 10.9 3.2 243 10.5
S 33 256 11.5 3.3 o4 10.5
T ‘ 3.4 306 13.7 3.4 185 8.0
? ' ‘ ‘ 3.5 291 13.1 3.5 161 6.9
S 16 _23 100 16 18 6.0

e o TOTAL 2,229 100.0 TOTAL 2,316 100.0 - ;

. !

: . - *Scores are expréssed in grade equivalents. The unit
N ’ of meacurement iS one year; months are expressed as
tenths of a ynit.
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Distr1but1on of A9r1] 1981 CAT Préh’est Scor

ho]dovers Scor1ng AbOVe qnd’8e4ow fna of- eefﬁ,

b2

s "%Students Who-Scored Below
L0 Apmlacmterm

\)/

- // .
Aprit, G,E‘*/ E_

321
5.5 278
5.7° 241

o A
5.9 700 7.9
<

6.1 1 . 4.4

TOTAL 3,912 10070

*SCOres are expressed in grade equ1va1ents“ The unit
o measurement is one year; mdnths are exp?essed hs
tenths of a unit. .
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Appendix D

STATISTICAL ADuUSTMENT OF PRE-TEST SCORES
TO ACCOUNT FOR REGRESSION TO THE MEAN

The equation used to adjust pre-test scores to account for the regression

3 effect is taken from A.0.H. Roberts, "Regression Toward the Mean and the

in New Directions for Testing and Measurement, Number 8,

Regression Effect Bias"
/

R
L ., 1980, (San Francisco, Jossey- -Bass), pages 59-82. T%e equation is:
T
9,'_‘0 = Q
¢ " %
\/é » . - .
oAy T 4 ,
?%33§. .
o PR I s
fbco ol L ‘)?\ \-"'
:’[{’d ’ : wk,)o T o= W 2
S S Rsemes S 0) (g - %s)
TR I s” 17 P
;-8 .’(f}-’,)"l‘ 20 t {5‘?
."{_..T\,‘\.'“ i -.od’é )5 “Q .
e Q__‘ \C,L«\o ’) ‘ Q
! ‘0 - £, C ‘.
N ) ) Q-: %\Z \\
oo, Y : . . . . .
L Yﬁ&ére gzvhr the April, 1981 administration of the California Achievement Test
PN {/(:,-“ P (\o
N ‘a k“'\ . 1 g
o (Reading) ;% Form D
w "\ . )"/‘ - ’)';
J © Loy . [
e (¢ 0% . Grade 4 Grade 7
& pfony pertd - T
: *'#&}ﬁé‘ﬁjsﬁ ‘Torected pre-test mean of program participants * *
> }‘: \’J "'.‘; , .r ..\‘ \‘ i)
@* ) X9ﬁj};f3re~tesw mean of program participants........... 3.0 5.0
W . v
T s
< -ﬁ@ =*~cntyw1Qg mean on pre-test*x*, ettt 4.8 7.6
'0 1 15

N SO
FJ 6 ;tanéard dQVTaL1on of pre-test scores nationally 1.99

_:-;'f el

}¢?~; @«~ ol c%eff1c1éﬁtabf reliability . ettt 0.84 0.86
2 ﬁﬁhesé(vé1ues~ane c0mputed on the fo]]ow1ng page.

20 '

2.72

gﬁ&qd&rd<§ev1at1on of pre- test scores c1+vw1de 1.63 2.37

J,;.

; “'**Tb ‘e”mean seores»wnc] de all students tested. They differ slightly from
2 béﬁe rEported in the 3981 edition of "New York City Public Schools Pupit

sfﬁb *@dj{d Ach]évemené vwh1ch exciudes special education students ‘and the

‘sreﬁu of make-up test

ey PAER N

:-.\
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Using the formula and values frcm the previous page, the computation

of regression adjustment for Gates students tested in April, 1981 and

January, 1982 is:

Grade Four

where Xs = 3.0; Xg = 4.8; & =1.99; s = 1.63; and, 0, = .84

1.992 ' "
Xcs = 3.0 + ETEEE (1 ~ .84) (4.80 - 3.0)
Xcs = 3.0 + (1.49) (1 - .84) (4.80 - 3.0)
Xes = 3.0 + (1.19) (.16) (1.8) -
Xcs = 3.0 + .429
Ycs = 3.4 "

Grade Seven

where Xs = 5.0; Xg = 7.65 0 = 2.725 s = 2.37; and, g,, = .86

2.722
Fes = 5.0 + 2.372 (1 - .86) (7.6 - 5.0)
Xcs = 5.0 + (1.317) (1 - .86) (7.6 - 5.0)
Yos = 5.0 + (1.317) (.14) (2.6) -
Xcs = 5.0 + .479
Xcs = 5.5
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